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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments mailed on 05/17/04 have been fiilly considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent vinless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted 
on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant 
for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall 
have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such 
treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1, 2, 12, 13, 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Johnson (U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692). 

Regarding claim 1, Johnson teaches maintaining a priority electronic mail 
repository or log (i.e., log) of past electronic mail items (i.e., incoming communications) 
for the called party (col.l, lines 66, 67, col.2, Hnes 1-3). 

Johnson further teaches that upon receipt of the electronic mail item (i.e., 
incoming communication), examining the priority electronic mail repository or log and 
based on previous log items (i.e., previous incoming e-mail item, col.l, line 67 and col. 5, 
lines 34, 35) from the calling party (i.e., originator), assessing the priority (i.e., urgency) 
(fig.4-7; col.l, lines 33-36, 66, 67, col.2, lines 1-3, col.4, lines 44-67, col.5, lines 1-11, 
21-60). 
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Regarding claim 2, Johnson teaches incoming communication comprises one of a 
facsimile transmission, an e-mail, a muhi-media communication, an attempted telephone 
call, and a voice mail message (col.l, lines 66, 67, col.2, lines 1-3, col.4, lines 44-67). 

Regarding claim 12 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 1. Furthermore, Johnson teaches the server comprising inherently a 
processor (fig.l, 2; col.3, line 48-63, col.4, lines 4-13). 

Johnson further teaches that computer readable memory inherently in 
communication with the processor and inherently storing application software adapting 
the processor, upon receipt of an electronic mail item (i.e., incoming communication) 
from a calling party (i.e., originator) to a called party (i.e., user) (col.l, lines 66, 67, col.2, 
lines 1-3, col.4, lines 4-13, 22-28, 44-67). 

Regarding claim 13, Johnson teaches that the log stores a time of each of the past 
communications (col.4, lines 44-67, col. 5, lines 1-11). 

Regarding claim 15 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claims 1 and 12. 

Regarding claim 16, Johnson teaches assessing is further based on log items (i.e., 
communications) from users (i.e., multiple associated originators) (col.l, lines 66, 67, 
col.2, lines 1-3, col.3, lines 35-38, col.4, lines 44-67, col.5, lines 1-11). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Johnson (U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and in view of Smith et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,141,412). 

Regarding claim 3, Johnson fails to teach "said examining comprises determining 
an interval since a last communication from said originator". Smith teaches the 
examining comprises determining a time period of reaching the called party (col4, lines 
4-9; 'time period of reaching the called party' reads on the claim 'interval since a last 
communication from the originator'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Johnson to have 
examination comprising determining an interval since a last communication from the 
originator as taught by Smith. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in 
order to determine the urgency of the call. 

Regarding claim 4, Johnson fails to teach "said examining comprises assessing a 
duration since any of said originator*s communications have been answered or returned". 
Smith teaches that the examining comprises assessing a time period since any of the 
contacting parties communications have been answered or returned (col. 4, lines 4-9; 
'time period' reads on the claim 'duration' and 'contacting parties' reads on the claim 
'originator's'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Johnson to have examination comprising 
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assessing a duration since any of said originator*s communications have been answered or 
returned as taught by Smith. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in 
order to determine the urgency of the call. 

6. Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Johnson (U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and in view of Javitt (U,S. Patent no. 5,787,162). 

Regarding claim 5, Johnson fails to teach "calculating a numerical indicator of 
urgency including a number of received prior incoming communications from said 
originator in a time interval prior to receipt of said incoming communication". Javitt 
teaches calculating a numerical indicator of urgency including a number of received prior 
incoming communications from the originator in a time interval prior to receipt of the 
incoming communication (col.4, lines 29-37, col.7, lines 54-60, coL9, lines 36-50). Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Johnson to calculate a numerical indicator of urgency including a 
number of received prior incoming communications from the originator in a time interval 
prior to receipt of the incoming communication as taught by Javitt. The motivation for 
the modification is to have doing so in order to determine the level of urgency of the 
communication. 

Regarding claim 6, Johnson fails to teach "in response to calculating an indicator 
having a value above a threshold, identifying said incoming communication as urgent to 
said recipient". Javitt teaches in response to calculating an indicator having a value 
exceeding the user's current priority level (i.e., above a threshold), identifying the 
incoming communication as urgent to the user (i.e., recipient) (col.4, lines 29-37). Thus, 
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it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Johnson to allow a response to calculate an indicator having a value 
above a threshold, identifying said incoming communication as urgent to said recipient as 
taught by Javitt. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to 
determine the level of urgency of the communication. 

7. Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Johnson (U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and in view of Javitt (U.S. Patent no. 5,787,162) and 
further in view of Arledge et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,561,703). 

Regarding claim 7, Johnson in view of Javitt fails to teach "said incoming 
communication comprises an electronic mail message and said identifying comprises 
modifying said electronic mail message to identify it as urgent". Arledge teaches the 
incoming communication comprising an electronic mail message and the identifying 
comprising modifying the electronic mail message to identify it as urgent (col. 4, lines 7- 
25, col. 6, lines 39-54). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Johnson in view of Javitt to have 
examination comprising determining an interval since a last communication from the 
originator as taught by Arledge. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so 
in order to indicate the urgency of the communication. 

Regarding claim 8, Johnson in view of Javitt fails to teach "said identifying 
comprises notifying a device associated with said recipient of said incoming 
communication". Arledge teaches the identifying comprising notifying a device 
associated with the user of the incoming communication (coL4, lines 7-25, col6, lines 
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39-54; 'user' reads on the claim 'recipient'). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Johnson in view of 
Javitt to have the identifying comprising notifying a device associated with the recipient 
of the incoming communication as taught by Arledge. The motivation for the 
modification is to have doing so in order to indicate the urgency of the communication. 

8. Claims 9, 10 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Johnson (U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and in view of Arledge et al. (U.S. Patent No, 
5,561,703). 

Regarding claim 9, Johnson fails to teach "said maintaining comprises recording a 
type of each of said past incoming communications". Arledge teaches the maintaining 
comprising recording a type of each of the past incoming communications (abstract; 
col.3, lines 63-67, col.4, Hnes 7-25, col.6, lines 55-65). Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Johnson to 
have the maintaining comprising recording a type of each of the past incoming 
communications as taught by Arledge. The motivation for the modification is to have 
doing so in order to indicate the urgency of the communication. 

Regarding claims 10 and 18, Johnson teaches that the context (i.e., log) stores a 
time of each of the past communications (col.3, lines 4-35). 

9. Claims 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and Arledge et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,561,703) and further in 
view of Miller, Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,442,249), 
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Regarding claim 11, Johnson in view of Arledge fails to teach "maintaining 
records of outgoing communications by said user". Miller teaches maintaining records of 
outgoing communications by said user (col.7, lines 15-27). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Johnson in view of Arledge to maintain records of outgoing communications by said user 
as taught by Miller. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to 
have the urgent reply. 

10. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and in view of Arledge et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,561,703). 

Regarding claim 14, Johnson fails to teach "stores an indicator of a 
communications type for each of said past communications". Arledge teaches storing an 
indicator of a communications type for each of the past communications (abstract; col. 3, 
lines 63-67, col. 4, lines 7-25, col. 6, lines 55-65). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Johnson to have 
the maintaining comprising recording a type of each of the past incoming 
communications as taught by Arledge. The motivation for the modification is to have 
doing so in order to indicate the urgency of the communication. 

11. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and in view of Lunn et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,075,848). 

Regarding claim 17, Johnson fails to teach "determining the intervals between at 
least the last three communications from said originator". Lunn teaches determining the 
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intervals between at least the last three communications from the caller (i.e., originator) 
(col. 5, line 65-col6, line 14, col. 9, lines 35-39). Thus, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Johnson to 
determine the intervals between at least the last three calls (i.e., communications) from 
the originator as taught by Lunn. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so 
in order to define the call sequence. 

12. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and Arledge et al. (U.S. Patent No, 5,561,703) and further in 
view of Miller, Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,442,249) and further in view of Benson et al. (U.S. 
Pub. No. 2002/0067820). 

Regarding claim 19, Johnson in view of Arledge ftirther in view of Miller fails to 
teach "examining said records of outgoing communications from said user". Benson 
teaches examining the records of outgoing communications from the user (page 1, 
paragraph 0007). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Johnson in view of Arledge further in view of 
Miller to examine the records of outgoing communications from the user as taught by 
Benson. The motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to assess the 
urgency of the call. 

13. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johnson 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,741,692) and in view of Miller, Jr. (U.S. Patent No. 6,442,249). 
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Regarding claim 20 is rejected for the same reasons as discussed above with 
respect to claim 12. Furthermore, Johnson fails to teach "maintaining records of outgoing 
communications by said user". Miller teaches maintaining records of outgoing 
communications by said user (col. 7, lines 15-27), Thus, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Johnson to 
maintain records of outgoing communications by said user as taught by Miller. The 
motivation for the modification is to have doing so in order to have the urgent reply. 



14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Johnson (U.S. Patent No. 6,735,292) teach Method and system for 
priority call processing and Heinonen et al, (U.S. Patent No. 6,671,370) teach Method 
and apparatus enabling a calling telephone handset to choose a ringing indication(s) to be 
played and/or shovm at a receiving telephone handset. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Md S Elahee whose telephone number is (703) 305-4822. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon to Fri from 8:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner' s 
supervisor. Fan Tsang can be reached on (703) 305-4895. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



Conclusion 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



MD SHAFIUL ALAM ELAHEE 
July 16, 2004 

F^TSANG 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 




